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Abstract
Previous research has demonstrated that parental support, behavioral control, and
psychological control were associated with various aspects of child and adolescent wellbeing.
Less is known about the extent to which these parenting dimensions carry into adulthood and
how they may be related to parenting attitudes of the subsequent generation. The current study
utilized identity theory and self-efficacy theory as frameworks to investigate whether
retrospective reports of fathering received during childhood (support, behavioral control, and
psychological control/disrespect) were related to three dimensions of new fathers’ parenting
identity – self-efficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction. This study also sought to examine
whether the relationships between the family of origin fathering dimensions and subsequent
generation fathering identity dimensions differed based on the structure of the family of origin.
Fathers (N = 157) were part of a broader home visiting study and responded to two phone
surveys. Bivariate and multiple regressions were performed to explore the association of the
family of origin fathering measures with new fathers’ identity measures, individually and jointly.
Additionally, a second set of three hierarchical regressions with family of origin father type as a
moderator were used to determine if the relationships between the three family of origin
fathering constructs and the three fathering identity measures differed by participants’ childhood
family structures. Although both family of origin father support and father psychological control
was associated with new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy in the individual models, findings from
multiple regressions with all family of origin independent variables indicated that only father
support was significantly associated with new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy in the context of
the other fathering variables. New fathers’ reports of their own fathers’ behavioral and
psychological control was not associated with any of the three fathering identity variables in the
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multiple regressions. Family of origin father type did not moderate the relationships between any
retrospective fathering variables and any present-day fathering attitudes.
Keywords: behavioral control, father identity, parenting self-efficacy, psychological
control, role salience, role satisfaction, support
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Retrospective Reports of Fathering and New Fathers’ Parenting Identities
An identity in a particular role is a construct that is shared with others, socially
recognized, and defined through an individual’s particular actions. A clear identity provides a
person with a sense of consistency and continuity across time and place thereby promoting
psychosocial wellbeing (Erikson, 1968). The formation of identity is dynamic and dependent on
various factors encountered throughout life (Pellerone, 2015). A man’s identity as a father
influences his parenting behaviors and his child’s well-being (Adamsons & Pasley, 2013).
Aspects of a man’s fathering identity that have been linked to positive parenting and child wellbeing include his parenting self-efficacy, parenting role salience, and parenting role satisfaction
(cf. Coleman & Karraker, 2000; Fox & Bruce, 2001; Fox, Nordquist, Billen, & Savoca, 2015;
Jones & Prinz, 2005). There is evidence that some fathering attitudes and behaviors are
transmitted across generations (Guzzo, 2011; Hofferth, Pleck, & Veseley, 2012), yet little is
known about whether or how young men’s experiences with their own fathers shape their
subsequent fathering identity. Further, there are few studies that have examined whether these
intergenerational trajectories vary based on the structure of the family of origin. Also, the
majority of research focuses on upper-middle class White populations. Therefore, the purpose of
the current study was to understand the relationship between fathering received and new fathers’
identity using a low socioeconomic status sample. This study used data from participants who
were enrolled in home visiting services, a program designed to support low income families with
the goal of improving the health and wellbeing of children and parents (Home Visiting, 2019).
Further, the purpose of the present study was to consider whether men’s reports of the fathering
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they received during childhood and adolescence (support, behavioral control, and psychological
control/disrespect) were related to three important aspects of their fathering identity (selfefficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction). Additionally, I examined whether the relationship
between the fathering received during childhood and adolescence and new fathers’ parenting
identity measures differed based on childhood family structure.
Theoretical Framework
The present study is grounded in both identity theory and self-efficacy theory. Identity
theory (Stryker, 1968) explains how individuals develop a sense of who they are based on their
roles, environment, and social relationships, thus lending insight into the potential correlates of
fathering identity. Identity theory also suggests that stronger identities lead to more positive
performance in one’s roles. Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1969) explains the sources of feelings
of competence, and also describes how those feelings translate into more positive behaviors.
Taken together, these theories support (a) the importance of investigating fathering identity and
efficacy, given the links to fathering behavior and subsequent child outcomes, and (b) the likely
relationship of family of origin parenting with subsequent fathering attitudes. Each theory is
reviewed in detail below.
Identity Theory
Identity theory, which serves as a foundation for the present study, is a subset of
symbolic interaction (SI) theory. SI focuses on individual relationships within a society and
states that meanings are developed through social interactions interpreted by individuals
(Stryker, 1959). Specifically, it is the meaning one attaches to a social role that provides the
motivation for behaviors within that role (Stryker, 1980). SI theory proposes that the self is
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composed of multiple identities, structured by role relationships, and organized into a salience
hierarchy (Burke & Reitzes, 1981; LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993; Stryker, 1987).
Identity theory focuses on three specific social factors believed to contribute to one’s
identification with a social role: (a) the salience of a role to a person’s identity, (b) the level of
role satisfaction, and (c) the perception and appraisal of others in a social environment (Stryker
& Serpe, 1994). Internalized meanings associated with roles, as well as societal norms
surrounding those roles, define one’s identity within a specific social role. These meanings serve
as a standard reference for who one is, and this standard becomes the basis for how an individual
decides to enact a role. As one ages, new identities are discovered, and individuals adapt to these
new roles throughout their life course (Burke, 1991). Individuals are motivated to create plans
and achieve performance or activities that reinforce, support, and confirm their personal
identities (Burke & Reitzes, 1981).
An important component of identity theory is socialization, which is the process by which
humans acquire symbols, beliefs, and attitudes of a particular culture (Mead, 1934). Identity
theory suggests that the socialization of appropriate role behaviors in childhood provided by
authority figures, such as parents, impacts the formation of a parenting identity later in
adulthood. Some researchers stated that families are the primary source of children’s
socialization because they influence child development, values, and attitudes by transmitting
societal values and norms as well as family-specific attitudes such as parenting styles and beliefs
(Grusec, Goodnow, & Kuczynski, 2000).
Identity theory views the self as maintaining a hierarchy of identities, where the vertical
position of an identity is referred to as the “identity salience” sometimes known as role salience
(Stryker, 1980). Stryker and Serpe (1994) defined identity salience as “a readiness to act out an
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identity as a consequence of the identity’s properties as a cognitive structure or schema” (p. 17).
The higher the level of salience an identity maintains, the more likely the behaviors associated
with it will be enacted. Further, identities with higher salience are more likely to be important to
the individual’s sense of who they are (Stryker, 1968, 1980). Stryker (1968) suggested that role
identities are more likely to be salient when they require high levels of commitment and have
socially agreed upon meanings for role fulfillment. According to this theory, men who place a
high level of importance on their role as a father or who view their fathering status as central to
their identity would be more likely to be involved with their children, and this relationship has
been examined empirically (cf. Pasley, Petren, & Fish, 2014). For example, using a sample of
208 White, middle- to upper-income fathers, Fox and Bruce (2001) found that role salience was
associated with three measures of fathering behaviors: responsivity, harshness, and engagement.
According to Fox and Bruce, identity theory suggests that men’s commitment to children
through fathering is a function of role salience, role satisfaction, and the perceived assessment of
his performance in the fathering role by significant others.
In addition to the role salience, the satisfaction with a particular role is also related to the
quality of performance in that role (Stryker, 1980). According to Steele and Barling (1996),
“Role satisfaction reflects an appraisal of the extent to which individuals derive satisfaction from
their roles” (p. 637). Role satisfaction is related to the capacities and skills that an individual
brings to the specific role itself (Wethington & Kessler, 1989). Kulik, Shilo-Levin, and Liberman
(2014) found that having a larger number of satisfying roles was associated with lower role
conflict. Performing roles in various domains of life may lead to a sense of fulfillment and selfactualization which provides empowerment that, in turn, reduces levels of conflict caused by role
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demands. Further, occupying many satisfying roles enhances resilience which allows individuals
to cope better with adverse effects from conflict (Kulik et al., 2014).
Role satisfaction has been associated with many positive outcomes for parents.
Satisfaction in the caregiving role was shown to be directly related to greater wellbeing (such as
better physical health and positive affect) after controlling for stress experienced in the
caregiving role (Martire, Stephens, & Atienza, 1997). Role satisfaction in the parenting role has
been shown to be negatively related to harshness of discipline and positively related to
supportive parenting and parental health and wellbeing (Simons, Beaman, Conger, & Chao,
1993; Umberson & Williams, 1993). Further, according to Simons et al. (1993), “parental
satisfaction with the child’s behavior was related to quality of parenting received as children.
Parents who had experienced involved, supportive parenting when they were young reported
high satisfaction” (p. 102). According to identity theory, men who maintain high levels of
satisfaction in their role as a father would likely engage in more positive parenting behaviors,
have higher quality of performance in the paternal role, and have higher levels of health and
wellbeing.
Self-Efficacy Theory
A second theory relevant to the current study is self-efficacy theory. Self-efficacy theory
is derived from cognitive social learning theory, which assumes that modeling produces learning
and that observers acquire symbolic representations of modeled activities (Bandura, 1969a,
1971a). For example, children model behaviors they observe from their caregivers to develop an
understanding of behaviors, actions, and objects; a boy may observe his father using tools to
build something, and then model the behavior by hitting a table with a toy hammer. Bandura
(1994) defined self-efficacy as “people's beliefs about their capabilities to produce designated
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levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their lives” (p. 24). Further,
self-efficacy involves an individual’s assessment of the degree to which they can cope with
stressful events (Bandura, 1978). Self-efficacy is a continuous life process that evolves as
individuals acquire new skills, experiences, and levels of understanding (Bandura, 1992). These
statements emphasize how self-efficacy is related to an individual’s ability to perceive and
manage external social factors. Self-efficacy in terms of parenting and how it influences the
present study is discussed in subsequent sections.
In terms of parenting, parenting self-efficacy (PSE) is defined as “parents’ perceived
ability to positively influence the behavior and development of their children” (Coleman &
Karraker, 2003, p. 128), which is associated with competent and positive parenting practices,
strategies, and behaviors (Coleman & Karraker, 1998), and is related to healthy child
development (Ardelt & Eccles, 2001; Coleman & Karraker, 2003). Moreover, some research has
shown that the effects of self-efficacy carry over intergenerationally; parents with a high sense of
self-efficacy are more likely to serve as positive role models for children, who will in turn adopt
their parents’ attitudes and beliefs (Eccles et al., 1993; Schneewind, 1995; Whitbeck, 1987).
Studies have also found a positive relationship between PSE and parental satisfaction (Coleman
& Karraker, 2000; Laws & Millward, 2001).
Identity theory and self-efficacy theory support the present study in important ways. First,
these theories suggest that the stronger the fathering identity, the more frequent and positive
fathering behaviors will be. Due to socialization, the fathering received in childhood and
adolescence may be associated with men’s subsequent fathering identities. Similarly, selfefficacy theory focuses on individuals’ beliefs within a particular role and their ability to carry
out designated role behaviors. Therefore, men who have a strong belief in their ability to be good
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fathers may be more likely to perform the designated role behaviors they associate with the
fathering role.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The following sections review research on parenting dimensions, intergenerational
transmission, identity, and family structure. The literature surrounding parenting is complex in
the sense that it includes various approaches, dimensions, and frameworks to operationalize and
measure parenting behaviors and their influences. First, two broad approaches to parenting will
be defined and differentiated. Next, three dimensions of parenting will be defined and discussed
in terms of child and adolescent outcomes and wellbeing. Further, this review will discuss the
fathering role and how it is differentiated from other roles a man may hold. Measures of the
fathering identity will be discussed as well as how parenting and identity may differ based on the
family structure. This section concludes with an introduction to the current study, purpose,
research questions, and hypotheses.
Parenting Dimensions
There are two broad approaches to the study of parenting – the typological approach and
the dimensional approach. A typological approach focuses on identifying a small number of
parenting dimensions and intersecting them to create categories of parenting. A dimensional
approach, on the other hand, focuses on the specific relationships between individual parenting
dimensions and outcomes without combining dimensions into categories.
Baumrind’s parenting framework has been often used as a typological approach to the
study of parenting and has greatly influenced parenting research (cf. Darling & Steinberg, 1993;
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbush, 1991). This framework features the parenting types
of authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive, differentiated by the dimensions of
responsiveness and demandingness, which aim to categorize a parent in one parenting type based
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on underlying dimensions and characteristics (Baumrind, 1971). In Baumrind’s parenting
typology, parents are typed as having a specific parenting style based on their combination of
parenting scores from observations and interviews (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).
One potential issue with the typological approach is that when parenting dimensions are
aggregated, individual contributions of each parenting dimension cannot be isolated and
examined (Barber, Stolz, & Olsen, 2005). As a result of this limitation, other researchers have
utilized a dimensional approach to the study of parenting. One commonly used dimensional
approach, which will be used in the current study, was proposed by Barber (1996) and Steinberg
(1990). This approach suggests that the parenting dimensions of support, behavioral control, and
psychological control have important linkages with child wellbeing. Further, these dimensions
have been defined as conceptually and empirically distinct although there is some extent of
relatedness (Barber et al., 2005). This approach is grounded in Schaefer’s (1965) original
dimensions of acceptance vs. rejection, psychological autonomy vs. psychological control, and
firm control vs. lax control. An advantage of the dimensional approach is that each dimension
can be isolated and studied within a context of other socializing factors. Further, unique and joint
effects of parenting dimensions on important youth outcomes can be examined (Barber et al.,
2005). Below, the three key dimensions of parenting are further discussed.
Parental support. One key parenting dimension suggested by Barber (1996) and
Steinberg (1990) is parental support. Parental support has been defined as “behavior manifest by
a parent toward a child that makes the child feel comfortable in the presence of the parent and
confirms in the child’s mind that he is basically accepted and approved as a person by the
parent” (Rollins & Thomas, 1979).
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Rollins and Thomas (1979) have previously viewed support as a continuous, quantitative,
and unidimensional variable. Though their research operationalizes support as parental behaviors
toward a child such as praise, approval, encouragement, cooperation, endearment, and physical
affection, they did not conceptualize support as multidimensional, but advised that the possibility
of multiple dimensions be further investigated in future research (Barber & Thomas, 1986;
Rollins & Thomas, 1979). Many researchers later described parental support as multifaceted and
an important component in the development of children’s positive attitudes and life
circumstances (cf. Barber & Thomas, 1986; Felson & Zielinski, 1989; Rhoner, 1986). For
example, in their study of 527 college students designed to distinguish multiple dimensions of
support, Barber and Thomas provided factor analytic evidence for the multidimensionality of
support and further demonstrated that the various dimensions of support are related to different
consequences. Supportive parenting is characterized by positive engagement, warmth,
responsiveness, affection, nurturance, and rewarding positive behavior (Brooks-Gunn &
Markman, 2005). Further, Barnes and Farrell (1992) indicated that parental support involves a
high level of praise, encouragement, and physical affection, which allows the child to feel
accepted and loved. Much was written about the conceptualization of parental support in the
1980s and 1990s and has remained unchallenged today.
There is an association between parental supportive behaviors and child and adolescent
functioning. Parental support and warmth are associated with lower levels of child depression,
loneliness, and antisocial behavior (Barber et al., 2005; Mounts, 2004). In a study using a
relatively equal sample of low SES, middle SES, and high SES participants, adolescents’
perceptions of support were correlated with their career self-efficacy (Ginevra, Nota, & Ferrari,
2015). Research also confirmed that parental support is positively associated with self-esteem
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and self-efficacy in the classroom for grades 6-12 (Ruholt, Gore, & Dukes, 2015). Parental
support is positively correlated with adolescent involvement in extracurricular activities as well
(Fawcett, Garton, & Dandy, 2009). Parental support has also been shown to serve as a buffer for
stress responses in children (Hostinar, Johnson, Gunnar, 2015) and as a protective factor against
negative or stressful life experiences (Thoits, 2011).
Previous research has found a relationship between the supportive parenting experienced
in childhood and positive outcomes in adulthood. Yeung, Duncan, and Hill (2000) utilized data
from a 27 year-long study to examine associations between children’s home environment and
their outcomes in early adulthood. Measures of outcomes included social and emotional
wellbeing, for example, years of school completed, hourly earnings, and childbearing. Overall,
Yeung, Duncan, and Hill found that men with more involved fathers also reported greater
wellbeing in adulthood. Fathers’ achievement-related characteristics are important predictors of
their outcomes in early adulthood. Further, fathers’ allocation of time to non-work activities,
such as church, housework, vacation, or children’s schooling, positively affected child outcomes
and family characteristics. Lastly, children whose fathers took precautions to ensure familial
safety and financial security were significantly more successful in the two domains studied.
Parental control. Parental control is a construct that has historically encompassed a wide
variety of behaviors. Previous research on parental control has included behaviors such as
restrictiveness (Baumrind & Black, 1967), firm control and psychological control (Schaefer,
1965), and demandingness (Siegelman, 1965). Due to the complexity of this construct, empirical
evidence of its relationship with other variables has been historically inconsistent (Barber, 1992;
Rollins & Thomas, 1979). Schaefer (1965) distinguished parental attempts to control children’s
psychological state from parental attempts to regulate children’s behavior. However, little was
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done with that framework until the early 1990s. Barber and colleagues (1994) revisited this
approach and reported a distinction between psychological control and behavioral control. Thus,
they demonstrated that the two types of parental control are empirically independent dimensions
of family interactions that have contrasting associations with internalized and externalized youth
outcomes. Behavioral control is distinctly different than psychological control in the sense that it
includes “sufficient regulation of behavior to enable [children] to learn that social interaction is
governed by rules and structures that must be recognized and adhered to in order to be a
competent member of society” (Barber et al., 1994, p. 1121). Parental behavioral control and
psychological control will be further differentiated in the subsequent sections.
Parental behavioral control. Parental behavioral control is one form of parental control
distinguished by Barber (1996) and is a key component of his parenting framework. Behavioral
control involves parental behaviors towards the child designed to direct the child’s behavior in a
way that is deemed acceptable to the parent and is justified by societal norms (Barber, 1996;
Barnes & Farrell, 1992). Further, it includes communicating parental expectations for
appropriate child behaviors and therefore involves consistent monitoring of the behavior based
on parental expectations (Akcinar & Baydar, 2014). Behavioral control is an umbrella term that
may encompass a variety of constructs, including monitoring (Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, &
Steinberg, 1993; Crouter, MacDermid, McHale, & Perry-Jenkins, 1990; Steinberg & Silverberg,
1986; Steinberg, Lambord, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994), supervision (Coley &
Hoffman, 1996; Kurdek, Fine, & Sinclair, 1995; McCord, 1979), demandingness, and knowledge
of child’s activities (Barber et al., 2005; Baumrind 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983).
One key element of behavioral control, parental monitoring, has undergone much debate
and reconsideration in recent decades. Dishion and McMahon (1998) defined parental
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monitoring as a set of correlated parenting behaviors including attention and tracking of
children’s whereabouts, activities, and adaptions. Others suggested monitoring includes parental
awareness of children’s peers, what their child is doing, and where their child spends their time
(Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). Stattin and Kerr (2000) pointed out that although
researchers use the term “parental monitoring,” they most often used measures that actually
evaluated parental knowledge of their children’s activities, rather than parental active tracking
and checking in. Thus, according to these researchers, common measures of monitoring did not
identify how a parent’s knowledge of their child was gained. It is possible that parents gain
knowledge of their children’s activities in at least three different ways: child disclosure, parental
solicitation, and parental control including monitoring (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Child disclosure is
defined as a child spontaneously telling their parent information without the parent prompting
them. Parental solicitation involves a parent directly asking their child and/or their child’s friends
for information. Lastly, parental control is exhibited when a parent imposes rules and restrictions
on their children’s activities and associations (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Subsequent to the challenge
by Stattin and Kerr, researchers have attempted to better label and define measures surrounding
parental monitoring.
Much research supports the association of behavioral control in all its forms with positive
child outcomes (Barber et al., 2005). Aspects of behavioral control have been consistently
associated with fewer adolescent delinquency problems (Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Criss,
2003) as well as greater child competence (Barber, Maughan, & Olsen, 2005). In a study of 694
adolescents of parents with very low education levels in China (i.e., 85% of fathers and 94% of
mothers had less than a high school education), behavioral control was positively related to selfcontrol and negatively related to peer victimization (Li, Zhang & Wang, 2015). Further, lower
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levels of behavioral control have been associated with child and adolescent behavioral regulation
problems such as impulsivity, aggression, and substance abuse (Barber, 1996). Research has also
shown behavioral control to be positively associated with adolescent self-esteem and greater life
satisfaction (Barber et al., 2005; Ozdemir, 2012). Poorly monitored children and adolescents tend
to exhibit antisocial, delinquent, or criminal behavior (cf. Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994;
Crouter et al., 1990), use illegal substances (Flannery, Vazsonyi, Torquati, & Fridrich, 1994),
and perform poorly academically (White & Kaufman, 1997). A long-term study of emerging
adults ages 12-21 designed to investigate prominent dimensions of family socialization found
that men who reported greater parental behavioral control in childhood and adolescence were
engaged less in substance abuse and had fewer sexual partners in young adulthood (Roche,
Ahmed, & Blum, 2008).
Parental psychological control. The last key parenting dimension proposed by Barber
(1996) is parental psychological control. Psychological control was originally conceptualized by
Schaefer (1965) and refers to the level of control discernable when a parent intrudes on the
psychological and emotional development of a child. Psychological control is characterized by
invalidating feelings, constraining verbal expressions, withdrawal, and guilt induction (Schaefer,
1965). Later, Barber and colleagues focused on independent contributions of psychological
control to youth outcomes (cf. 1992, 1994).
According to Barber, Olsen, and Shagle (1994), psychological control and behavioral
control are empirically independent dimensions that predict contrasting youth effects.
Psychological control, conceptualized as intrusive family experiences, tends to lead to
internalized adolescent difficulties. It is important to note that children require a degree of
psychological autonomy and they learn through social interactions that they are effective,
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competent individuals with a clear sense of identity (Barber et. al., 1994). Psychological control
can also be defined as patterns of family interactions that intrude upon an adolescent’s
individuation process which occurs during identity formation (Erickson, 1968; Sabatelli &
Mazor, 1985).
Parental disrespect. Recently, psychological control was further refined, by the
conceptualization and measurement of psychological control, as disrespect (Barber, Xia, Olsen,
McNeely, & Bose 2012). In this study, 120 urban adolescents from five different national groups
(located in Costa Rica, Thailand, and South Africa) identified parental behaviors they perceived
as disrespectful towards their individuality. From their responses, a new set of items was
developed to measure this form of parental control and was labeled the Psychological Control–
Disrespect Scale, which is empirically distinct from the original psychological control measure.
The behaviors noted by the participants included ridiculing, violation of privacy, comparing to
others, ignoring, and embarrassing in public.
Research suggests that psychological control, including disrespect, is associated with
negative outcomes among children and adolescents. Greater levels of psychological control were
consistently associated with higher levels of child anxiety, depression, and delinquent behavior
(Barber, 2002; Pettit et. al., 2001). Wijsbroek, Hale, Raaijmakers, and Meeus (2011) examined
age and sex differences between Dutch adolescents’ perceptions of parental behavioral and
psychological control and their self-reported anxiety disorders. They found that adolescents’
perception of parental levels of psychological control were systematically related to generalized
anxiety disorder and separation anxiety disorders. Psychological control has also been found to
be negatively associated with adolescent self-esteem and life satisfaction, and positively
associated with antisocial behavior as seen in a study of 330 Turkish adolescents ages 13 to 15
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from three different public schools (Ozdemir, 2012). Adolescents are influenced by
psychological control due to their developmental need of achieving greater autonomy as a
component of identity development (Barber, 1996; Erickson, 1968; Marcia, 1980). A study of
undergraduate students yielded results showing that young adults who perceived their parents as
psychologically controlling during childhood experienced difficulties in establishing committed
choices, felt uncertain in their decision making, and had difficulty establishing a committed
identity as adults (Luyckx, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Goossens, & Berzonsky, 2007). In another
study of primarily White (88%) college students from a public university where 65% qualified
for financial aid, those who reported their parents as psychologically controlling during
childhood and adolescence were more likely to have developed maladaptive stress responses
compared to adults who did not report having psychologically controlling parents (Abaied &
Emond, 2013).
Intergenerational Transmission of Parenting
Intergenerational transmission of parenting refers to the influence of the parenting a
person received as a child on their subsequent interactions with their own children. These include
all aspects of childrearing such as traditions, values, and interests (Feldman & Goldsmith, 1986).
Intergenerational transmission of parenting implies influence upon three generations:
grandparents, parents, and their children. Some similarity across generations is genetically
informed (where the transmission of genes may shape predispositions) whereas other similarities
are a function of socialization (Van Ijzendoorn, 1992). The present study focuses on the
transmission of socialization across generations.
Research has shown that parents’ own experiences of being reared in childhood affects
their parenting behaviors towards their own adolescents (Pettit & Laird, 2002). Thornberry and
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colleagues (cf. Thornberry, 2005; Thornberry, Freeman-Gallant, Lizotte, Krohn, & Smith, 2003)
analyzed 15-year longitudinal data of high-risk youth (individuals ages 14-18 who were subject
to serious delinquency and drug use) and found that positive parenting behaviors in childhood
and adolescence (Generation 1) had a direct effect on subsequent fathers’ (Generation 2) positive
parenting. Further, Hofferth, Pleck, and Veseley (2012) conducted a study designed to address
the extent to which residential paternal parenting practices were associated with their sons’ (N =
409) parenting behaviors as adults. The majority of participants were African American and
Latin American (63% combined). They found a direct effect of positive fathering across
generations. Positive fathering was conceptualized as the number of decisions a father made for
his child and the proportion of years the father provided child care. Young men who reported
having fathers who were positively involved with them in childhood reported engaging in more
positive parenting behaviors towards their own children, such as showing affection and giving
praise. A study by Guzzo (2011), which consisted of 3,525 fathers, was designed to consider if
father type, presence, and involvement was associated with new fathers’ attitudes towards
fathering. Fathers (majority Black, employed, and with less than a high school degree) were part
of a larger longitudinal study and were interviewed at their child’s birth, and again when their
children were ages one, three, and five. Results were that men tended to hold attitudes towards
fathering that reflected their own father’s involvement. Further, although men raised by
biological fathers modeled their behaviors on their fathers, men who perceived their coresidential
biological father as somewhat or not at all involved were less likely to believe in the importance
of fathers as an authority figure. A large body of research reveals that intergenerational
transmission of parenting is consistent among positive and negative parenting and both behaviors
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and beliefs (cf. Belsky, Jaffee, Sligo, Woodward, & Silva, 2005; Chen & Kaplan, 2001; Van
Ijzendoorn, 1992)
Family of origin structure and intergenerational transmission. One question of
interest for the current study is whether fathers in different family structures (e.g., biological
father, step-father, nonresidential father) transmit fathering attitudes and behaviors to their sons
in similar ways and to similar extents. To conceptually understand the step-fathering identity, it
is necessary to consider a step-father’s perception of his role (White, 1994), the relationships
surrounding him (Palkovitz, 2002), the level of involvement in fathering behaviors (Ganong,
Coleman, Fine, & Martin, 1999), and the process of communication that leads to salience of the
step-fathering role (Ganong et. al., 1999; Marsiglio, 2004). Some research suggests that stepfathers can be as positive and effective as biological fathers, and thus may be equally able to
transmit fathering attitudes and behaviors to their sons (Fox & Bruce, 2001). Further, the degree
to which a step-father views his role as salient is a better indicator of fathering behaviors than
biological relationship or demographic characteristics (Fox & Bruce, 2001). Research suggests
step-fathers tend to be less engaged and emotionally close than biological fathers (Hofferth &
Anderson, 2003). A study that compared step-fathers to biological fathers found that step-fathers
reported more difficulty, conduct problems, and hyperactivity in children after adjusting for
controls, such as involvement (Flouri, 2007). Using a sample of 839 girls and 741 boys ages 817, Foley and colleagues (2004) found that children living in step-father families were more
exposed to parental psychiatric risk factors, such as alcoholism, depression, and conduct
disorders, than if they were raised in intact families. However, in studying adolescents with a
living biological father and a resident step-father, researchers found a positive relationship
between step-father relationship quality and child outcomes such as lower risk of internalizing
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and externalizing disorders (White & Gilbreth, 2001). Nonresidential biological fathers have also
been shown to have an influence on their children. For example, Fox and Bruce (1999)
conducted a study of nonresidential and residential fathers to examine paternal involvement.
Participants were majority White with an average annual income of $30,000-$40,000, and
children ages 1-18. Nonresidential fathers comprised about 16% of the overall sample. Fox and
Bruce found that, although father involvement was higher for residential fathers than
nonresidential fathers, fathers’ identity was more strongly associated with nonresidential fathers’
involvement compared to residential fathers.
Fathering Identity
According to identity theory (Stryker, 1968), the father role itself is composed of a man’s
internalized conception of important paternal behaviors, including culturally defined behaviors
and individual variations of the behavior (Pederson, 1985). Although there may be societal
pressure for a father to enact a normative role, there are many ways a father can interact with his
children, which suggests the way that fathers define their personal role influences their behaviors
(Ihinger-Tallman, Pasley, & Buehler, 1993).
It is important to study the fathering role separately from other roles a man may enact
because, according to identity theory, individuals enact a variety of roles, and maintain different
levels of salience and satisfaction within each role. In a study of parents, wherein 87% of fathers
worked outside the home an average of 42 hours per week, showed that men tended to
restructure their personal identity to adapt to their new role as a father, and reported roles
specific to the fathering identity that were different than the roles of the mother. These additional
fathering roles included supporter, disciplinarian, and companion (Rane & McBride, 2000).
Findings from a middle-income sample (70% of fathers reported annual income over $30,000) of

20
married and divorced non-resident fathers indicated that men perceived their status as a father as
multidimensional and included a range of co-existing meanings and responsibilities such as
provider, protector, caretaker, supporter, and teacher (Olmstead, Futris, & Pasley, 2009).
Research has identified the importance of studying a man’s father role identity. Three
components of fathering identity are relevant to the current study and are discussed below,
including fathering role salience, fathering role satisfaction, and fathering self-efficacy.
Fathering role salience. Role salience, or identity salience, can be conceptualized as the
probability an identity will be evoked across a variety of situations (Stryker & Burke, 2000).
Role identities are part of a hierarchical structure, where salient and prominent identities hold
positions at the top of the hierarchy (Callero, 1985). A higher commitment to a specific social
role results in a higher level of salience and is therefore more influential in behavioral choices
(Callero, 1985; Stryker & Serpe, 1982). Individuals are motivated to form plans and achieve
levels of performance that reinforce, support, and confirm their personal identity (Burke &
Reitzes, 1981). Although findings on father role salience have been mixed, studies have
generally indicated that men who view their fathering role as central to their identity and place
more importance on their fathering role are more actively involved with their children compared
to men who place less importance on the fathering role (Pasley, Petren, & Fish, 2014).
Role salience is positively associated with fathering outcomes. For example, in their
study of residential and nonresidential fathers, Fox and Bruce (1999), found that men who place
their fathering role higher within their identity hierarchy made greater efforts to seek out
opportunities to enact their fathering role. In a follow up study, Fox and Bruce (2001) found that
identity salience was related to fathers’ behavioral engagement, active involvement, and
responsivity. Many scholars have asserted that role salience contributes positively to parents’
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psychological wellbeing (cf. Martire, Stephens, & Townsend, 2000; Pleck, 1985). Fox,
Nordquist, Billen, and Savoca (2015) designed a study with measures of empowerment, role
salience, reflected appraisals, and role satisfaction. Results from a study using a sample of 135
fathers (93% White, 45% college educated), showed that fathers’ personal interpretation of their
fathering role, as measured through role salience and role satisfaction, was associated with their
fathering behaviors. Father role salience was also related to attachment, responsibility, and
engagement, and was further linked with other measures of the fathering identity such as
satisfaction and reflected appraisals (Fox et. al., 2015). This finding shows the importance of
considering men’s self-reported interpretations of their fathering role and how it is associated
with other measures of identity and the enactment of positive paternal behaviors.
Fathering role satisfaction. A second factor central to an individual’s personal identity
is how happy or satisfied one is when enacting a role. Theoretically, role satisfaction is important
for role enactment (Fox & Bruce, 2001; Minton & Pasley, 1996) and results in better role
performance (Stryker & Serpe, 1982). Some studies have found a positive relationship between
parental self-efficacy and parent role satisfaction; individuals who have higher parenting selfefficacy are more satisfied in their parenting role (Coleman & Karraker, 2000; Laws & Millward,
2001). In a methodological review, Nelson, Kushlev, and Lyubomirsky (2014) examined
paternal wellbeing and found that various psychosocial aspects are interrelated with the
development of the fathering role and are therefore likely to influence paternal role satisfaction.
These aspects may include age, socioeconomic status, relationship status, family structure, social
environment, child characteristics (age, gender, or co-residential status), parenting style, social
support, and personality traits.
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Role satisfaction has been consistently found to be associated with various fathering
behaviors. For example, Fox, Nordquist, Billen, and Savoca (2015) found that role satisfaction
was related to three measures of father involvement: attachment, engagement, and responsibility
in a sample of fathers with children ages birth to four. Another study found that role satisfaction
was negatively associated with harshness and positively associated with responsivity and
behavioral engagement (Fox & Bruce, 2001). These results are important in conveying how
measures of fathering identity, such as role satisfaction, impacts paternal childrearing behaviors.
Fathers who are more satisfied in their role are more likely to engage in more positive fathering
behaviors. Results from a study of dual earning couples found that fathers who reported greater
parental role satisfaction also reported more liberal beliefs related to fathering, less work-family
conflict, and greater confidence in the parenting role (Jacobs & Kelley, 2006). Moreover, Ohan,
Leung, and Johnston (2000) studied parents with children ages five to 12 using the Parenting
Sense of Competence Scale (Johnston & Mash, 1989; which was used in this study). They found
that parental role satisfaction was negatively related to children’s internalizing and externalizing
behavioral problems. Therefore, it is important to understand the sources of fathers’ role
satisfaction given the literature on linkages with child outcomes.
Fathering self-efficacy. Parental self-efficacy (PSE) is broadly defined as individuals’
expectations they hold about their ability to parent successfully (Jones & Prinz, 2005). PSE
incorporates specific knowledge of parenting behaviors and parents’ confidence in their ability to
carry out designated behaviors (Coleman & Karraker, 1998; Pennell, Whittingham, Boyd,
Sanders, & Colditz, 2012). Bandura (1977) stated that “An efficacy expectation is the conviction
that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcomes” (p. 193). PSE
further involves parents’ beliefs in their ability to influence their children and the environment in
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a way that would promote the development and success of their children (Ardelt & Eccles,
2001). Parental self-efficacy is a determining competent of parenting behaviors (Jones & Prinz,
2005) and is consequently linked to healthy child development (Coleman & Karraker, 2003).
Given this link to key child outcomes, it is important to better understand the sources and
development of a parent’s self-efficacy.
Research has found several correlates of parental self-efficacy. For example, Grusec,
Hastings, and Mammone (1994) found that parental self-efficacy beliefs initially form from
childhood experiences with caregivers. This finding is relevant to the current study because it
involves the influence of parenting behaviors on new parents’ identities. For fathers, parenting
stress and relational functioning, including marital satisfaction and family functioning, have been
shown to be related to their PSE (Sevigny & Loutzenhiser, 2010). Previous research has
suggested that an individual’s generalized sense of self-efficacy is associated with their parenting
self-efficacy (Coleman & Karraker, 2003). Parents with lower self-efficacy tend to focus on
more coercive and harsh parenting whereas parents with higher self-efficacy use more positive
parenting strategies such as warmth, sensitivity, positive affect, or rule setting (Johnston &
Mash, 1989; Teti & Gelfand, 1991). There is a strong association between parental competence
and parental self-efficacy (Jones & Prinz, 2005). In their study of couples (85% legally married),
Sevigny and Loutzenhiser (2010) found that higher ratings of PSE were associated with lower
levels of parenting stress and depressive symptoms for fathers. Moreover, higher levels of PSE
were associated with more positive family functioning overall. These findings are important for
the current study because they confirm that parenting self-efficacy can be shaped from childhood
experiences, familial functioning, and an individual’s general sense of self-efficacy.
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Parental self-efficacy is associated with positive fathering behaviors. A study by
Murdock (2013) with parents of children age three to five found that, consistent with prior
research, PSE was associated with paternal involvement. Moreover, fathers with higher PSE had
higher levels of supportive parenting behaviors and exertion of control. Another study, which
included fathers with various parenting statuses (biological fathers, step-fathers, adoptive fathers,
intimate partners, or nonbiologically related co-parents), found that paternal PSE was associated
with father involvement from birth to 18 years (Trahan, 2017). Father involvement has been
consistently related to a variety of child outcomes including: better psychosocial adjustment in
children, higher levels of cognitive and social competence, increased social responsibility, selfcontrol, self-esteem, social maturity, better academic progress, and enhanced occupational
achievement (Lamb, 2004). Therefore, it is important to study the link between measures of
fathering behaviors and new fathers’ perceived identity with the understanding that the positive
outcomes of paternal identity are associated with a host of positive child outcomes.
The Current Study
Men who place a high level of importance on their role as a father and feel capable in and
satisfied with that role may be more likely to enact positive fathering behaviors with subsequent
benefits for children. Thus, it is important to examine how fathering identity originates and
develops with particular attention to the possibility of an intergenerational transmission
mechanism. The current study investigates aspects of fathering identity in a low SES sample.
Further, it investigates whether three aspects of fathering identity are associated with
retrospective reports of fathering received during childhood and adolescence. In addition, this
study examines whether the relationship between one or more of the family of origin fathering
variables with the fathering identity variables varies as a function of family of origin father types.
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This study was guided by the following research questions:
RQ1: Are retrospective reports of family of origin paternal support, behavioral control,
and psychological control associated with new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy, role salience, and
role satisfaction?
RQ2: Do the relationships between the three family of origin fathering constructs
(support, behavioral control, and psychological control) and the three fathering identity measures
(self-efficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction) vary as a function of family of origin father
type?
It is anticipated that participants who reported receiving more positive fathering during
childhood and adolescence (i.e., higher levels of support and behavioral control, and lower levels
of psychological control) will report stronger fathering identities (i.e., higher parenting selfefficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction). Given that my analytical approach places all three
independent variables together in the analyses, it is possible that they will not all emerge as
significant correlates. Rather, family of origin father support may emerge as the significant
correlate because the known outcomes of parental support are most closely related with the
parenting identity outcomes of this study.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Sample
The sample for the present investigation was drawn from the Tennessee Dad (TD) study.
For the broader TD study, eight home visiting agencies operating at 11 agency sites across 50
counties in Tennessee were invited and agreed to participate. These agencies delivered federallyfunded home visiting services using the Healthy Families America model. Home visiting is a
voluntary, eligibility-based program that supports low-income pregnant women, families, and
children and is designed to improve the health and wellbeing of children and parents (Home
Visiting, 2019). Home visited families were eligible for participation in TD if both the female
early home visiting (EHV) client and the baby’s father met certain eligibility requirements.
Eligibility requirements for the home visited client were that she was the mother of the baby and
spoke English. Enrollment criteria to be a “participating father” were that the individual speaks
English and was either (a) the biological father of the baby and living with the EHV client, (b)
not the biological father of the baby, but the partner, boyfriend, or husband of the EHV client and
living with her, or (c) the biological father of the baby who lived within 30 minutes of the EHV
client, and had been in contact with the EHV client at least twice in the past 30 days. Only one
father per family was invited to participate in (a) through (c) order. Lastly, for inclusion in the
study, the “participating mother” had to agree to be contacted by the research team, and both the
mother and the father had to provide informed consent.
Using cluster randomization, agency supervisors were assigned to treatment or control
conditions. Each home visitor was then assigned to a condition based on their supervisor’s
assignment. Of the 694 EHV clients who initiated services between July 2016 and July 2017,
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424 were eligible for the TD program and study. Of the eligible families, 282 provided informed
consent, representing 67% of eligible families. These participating families were assigned to the
treatment or control condition based on the condition of their agency-appointed home visitor.
This resulted in 140 families participating in the treatment condition, and 134 families in the
control condition. Eight families withdrew immediately after providing informed consent and
were not assigned to a condition.
The sample was further restricted to only include fathers who responded to the Time 2
(T2) survey and identified a man who was “like a father to them” growing up. Given the nature
of rolling admissions throughout the 13-month project, many participating fathers were not
enrolled long enough to provide T2 data, thus the sample for the present study consisted of 157
fathers. The present study utilizes data from only participating fathers, combining both those in
the treatment (n = 73) and control (n = 84) conditions. The racial makeup of the sample was as
follows: 61.6% White, 27.2% Black, and 9.9% other (American Indian/Native American,
Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, Other, and Prefer not to answer). Approximately 72% of
participants were working at a job for pay and 24.2% of participants were either not working
(23.6%), or on paternity leave (0.6%). The average age of participants was 27.07 (range = 17-52;
SD = 7.00). On average, participants worked 41.67 hours per week (range = 10-112; SD =
13.09). Participants earned on average $28,466 per year (range = $10,200-$150,0000; SD =
$16,662).
Intervention
Although the present study combines participants from both the treatment and control
conditions, and the fathering identity outcomes of interest were all collected prior to the TD
intervention, I offer a brief overview of the TD project in this section. The TD project was
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designed to better engage fathers in home visiting services. Goals of the TD project were as
follows: to improve fathers’ engagement in home visiting services; increase fathers’ knowledge
of child safety and development; increase co-parenting alliance; increase fathers’ sense of
importance, role salience, role satisfaction, and parenting efficacy; increase fathers’ accessibility
and mindful parenting; and reduce fathers’ general stress, financial stress, and increase social
support.
Eight modules were created to promote the aforementioned goals and address areas
critical to increasing a father’s involvement in the life of his child. Three Topic Guides were
developed within each module, for a total of 24 Topic Guides. Sample topic guides included
“Providing Financially for Your Family,” “Understanding and Protecting Your Baby,” and
“Building Healthy Relationships.” The “Tennessee Dad Toolbox” was developed, which
included 24 Topic Guides, and a corresponding gift to be left with the dad if he engaged with the
home visitor in a five-minute (or more) meaningful conversation utilizing a Topic Guide. Fathers
in the treatment condition were exposed to standard home visiting curriculum plus the TD
curriculum at each home visit, whereas fathers in the control condition were provided only the
standard home visiting curriculum.
Procedures
Participating fathers had the opportunity to complete two surveys. Surveys took place
between July 18, 2016 and July 22, 2017. The Time 1 survey (T1) was completed as a baseline
measure, and the Time 2 survey (T2) was administered as a four-month follow up. Verbal
consent was obtained by a qualified member of the research team prior to completion of the
baseline survey. If the participant was a minor, verbal informed consent was first obtained by
their legal guardian, then the minor was contacted and given the opportunity to assent to
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participation. Surveys were administered by phone by a member of the research team to
participating fathers. Team members recorded responses using Qualtrics survey software.
Surveys typically lasted 35-45 minutes. After completion of each survey, participants were
emailed a $40 gift card. If an emailed gift card was not feasible, a participant had the option to
have it mailed to their residential address.
T1 and T2 surveys contained items related to father and child characteristics, fathering
identity, attitudes, and behaviors, child knowledge, and the couple relationship. The T2 survey
also asked participants to reflect back on the fathering they received during childhood and
adolescence. All outcome measures were taken from the baseline (T1) survey, and retrospective
reports of participants’ childhood experiences with their own fathers were taken from the T2
survey. It is not anticipated that the intervention activities that took place prior to the T2 survey
would alter participants reports of fathering received during childhood and adolescence;
however, in the interest of thoroughness, we formally compared treatment and control conditions
on retrospective reports of parenting (see analysis and results sections).
Measures
Participant demographic characteristics. Demographic data were collected via the T1
baseline survey and are included in the present study to provide a description of the overall
sample and to investigate potential control variables. Measures of demographic characteristics
included age, race, employment status, and income.
Age. Participant age was measured with a single item, “How old are you?”
Race. Race was measured with the single item, “With which racial or ethnic group do
you most closely identify?” Response options were as follows: 1 (American Indian/Native
American), 2 (Asian/Pacific Islander), 3 (Black/African American), 4 (Hispanic/Latino), 5
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(White/Caucasian), 6 (Other, please specify), or 7 (Prefers not to answer). Due to the limited
responses for American Indian/Native American (n = 2), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 1),
Black/African American (n = 41), Hispanic/Latino (n = 7), and Other (n = 5), a dichotomous
variable was created where items were recoded into two categories: 0 (White) and 1 (Minority).
Employment status. Employment status and hours were measured with two items.
Participants were first asked, “Are you currently working at a job for pay, on parental leave from
a job, or not working?” Response options included: 1 (Job for Pay), 2 (Paternity Leave), or 3
(Not Working). If participants indicated that they were currently working at a job for pay,
participants were then asked, “How many hours do you work in a typical week?” Because only
one participant indicated that they were on paternity leave, and it is assumed that paternity leave
is a temporary break from a job, a dichotomous variable was created where items were recoded
into two categories, 0 (Working or on paternity leave from a job) and 1 (Not working).
Income. The questions related to income were contingent upon employment status. If
participants indicated that they were working at a job for pay or on paternity leave, they were
then asked to respond to the following question, “How much do you earn?” Participants verbally
indicated their income. If participants did not specify a unit, they were then asked, “Is that (1)
per hour, (2) per day, (3) per week, (4) per month, or (5) per year?” Because income was
measured in different increments, we converted all responses to a yearly salary as follows with
personally generated assumptions. Because the average person works 40 hours per week, 52
weeks per year, we multiplied the hourly salary by 2,080. To convert daily salaries, we
multiplied the daily amount by 260 to account for about 260 weekdays per year. To convert
weekly salaries, we multiplied that number by 52. To transform monthly salaries, we multiplied
them by 12. Lastly, yearly salaries were kept as is.
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Family of origin measures. To introduce this section, the surveyor stated, “First I have
some questions about your relationship with your parents when you were growing up.”
Family of origin father type. To identify father type, participants were asked, “Please
think of the man most involved in raising you or most like a father to you. Was this person your
biological father, step-father, or someone else?” Response options were: 1 (Biological father), 2
(Step-father), 3 (Grandfather), 4 (Adoptive father), 5 (Someone else), or 6 (No one). Due to the
limited number of cases in the “Step-father” (n = 21), “Grandfather” (n = 8), “Adoptive father”
(n = 5) and “Someone else” (n = 21) categories, I decided to create a dichotomous father type
variable with the categories 0 (biological father; n = 93) and 1 (all other types; n = 55).
Approximately 60% of participants reported having a biological dad and 34% of participants
indicated an “other” type of father. Ten participants indicated that they did not have someone
who was like a father to them growing up and were therefore excluded from the study.
Family of origin father support. Father support was measured with 10 items from the
Acceptance Subscale of the Child Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (Schaefer, 1965;
Schluderman & Schluderman, 1988). The original scale consisted of 30 items to which a child
responded, indicating how their father acted towards them on a scale from 1 (Not like him), 2
(Somewhat like him), and 3 (A lot like him). Ten of these items have been commonly used in
research with adolescents (see Barber, Stolz, & Olsen, 2005) and were used in the present study.
Items were stated in past tense given that participants were asked to think back on their
childhood and adolescence. Sample items included, “My father was a person who gave me a lot
of care and attention,” “My father smiled at me very often,” and “My father was a person who
often praised me.” Items were averaged to construct a family of origin father support scale where
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greater scores indicated higher levels of support received during childhood and adolescents. The
measure of father support yielded acceptable inter-item reliability (a = .95).
Family of origin father behavioral control. Family of origin father knowledge of youth
behavior, one component of parental behavioral control, was measured using a five-item scale
used previously in family research with adolescents (e.g. Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, Steinberg,
1993). These items were considered measures of monitoring but were reconceptualized as
parental knowledge (Crouter & Head, 2002; Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Stattin & Kerr, 2000), given
that the source of the parents’ knowledge is not known. This measure consisted of five items
stated in past tense because participants were asked to think back on their childhood and
adolescence. Again, participants were asked to think about “The man most involved in raising
you or most like a father to you” when responding to the items. Sample items included, “How
much did your father REALLY know about where you went at night,” “How much did your
father REALLY know about how you spent your money,” and “How much did your father
REALLY know about who your friends were.” Response options were 1 (didn’t know), 2 (knew
a little), or 3 (knew a lot). Items were averaged to construct a family of origin father behavioral
control scale, and greater scores indicate higher levels of behavioral control received. The
measure of behavioral control yielded acceptable inter-item reliability (a = .87).
Family of origin father psychological control/disrespect. Retrospective reports of family
of origin father psychological control/disrespect was measured with the eight-item Psychological
Control-Disrespect scale (Barber et al., 2012). Items were stated in past tense given that
participants were asked to think back on their childhood and adolescence. Again, participants
were asked to think about the man most involved in raising them when answering the questions.
Sample items included, “My father ridiculed me or put me down, for example, saying I was
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stupid or useless,” “My father violated my privacy, for example, entering my room or going
through my things,” and “My father tried to make me feel guilty for something I had done or
something he thought I should do.” Items were measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(Not like him) to 3 (A lot like him). Items were averaged to construct a family of origin father
psychological control/disrespect scale, and greater scores indicate higher levels of psychological
control. The psychological control measure yielded acceptable inter-item reliability (a = .82).
Fathering identity measures.
Role salience. Father role salience was measured using eight items adapted from the
Parental Role Salience Scale (Fox & Bruce, 2001), which was designed to measure the salience
of the fathering role in a man’s hierarchy of identities. Participants indicated how much they
agreed with each statement. Sample items included, “I like being known as a parent,” “When I
think about who I am and what my goals are, being a dad is one of the main things I think
about,” and “My role as a father is important to me.” Items were measured using a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree). The items were averaged to
construct a role salience scale where higher scores indicate greater role salience. This measure
demonstrated acceptable inter-item reliability (a = .70).
Role satisfaction. Role satisfaction was measured using eight items from the Satisfaction
subscale of the Parenting Sense of Competence Scale. These items were designed to assess
fathers’ satisfaction in their role as a parent (Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersman, 1978; Johnston &
Mash, 1989). Participants indicated how much they agreed with each statement. Sample items
included: “Even though being a parent could be rewarding, I am frustrated now,” “If being a
father of a child were more interesting, I would be motivated to do a better job,” and “Being a
parent makes me tense and anxious.” In the original scale items were measured on a 6-point
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scale ranging from 1 (Strongly agree) to 6 (Strongly disagree). In the present study, items were
measured using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree). All
eight items were reverse-scored such that greater scores reflected higher role satisfaction. Items
were averaged to construct a role satisfaction scale. The role satisfaction measure yielded
acceptable inter-item reliability (a = .74).
Parenting self-efficacy. Parenting self-efficacy was measured using the Efficacy subscale
of the Parenting Sense of Competence Scale designed to assess fathers’ confidence in their role
as a parent (Gibaud-Wallston & Wandersman, 1978; Johnston & Mash, 1989). The original
measure consisted of 17 items on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly agree) to 6 (Strongly
disagree). For this study, seven of the items were selected for inclusion in the T1 survey.
Participants indicated how much they agreed with each statement. Sample items were: “I meet
my own personal expectations for the quality of care I give my child,” “The problems of taking
care of a child are easy to solve once you know how your actions affect your child,” and “I
believe I have all the skills necessary to be a good father to my child.” Items were measured
using a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree). Items were
averaged to construct a parenting self-efficacy scale, and greater scores indicate higher levels of
reported parenting self-efficacy. The parenting self-efficacy measure yielded acceptable interitem reliability (a= .70).
Analysis
First, descriptive statistics were analyzed to test for outliers and determine whether
variables were normally distributed. Second, I investigated whether any demographic variables
were associated with an independent or dependent variable to identify potential control variables.
To do this, I first ran bivariate correlations to examine if age or income were associated with
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family of origin support, behavioral control, psychological control, parenting self-efficacy, role
salience, or role satisfaction. Second, I ran independent samples t-tests to determine whether race
and work status were associated with family of origin support, behavioral control, psychological
control, parental self-efficacy, role salience, or role satisfaction. The results of these initial
analyses indicated that income was associated with role satisfaction (r = .30, p < .01). Age, race,
and employment status yielded non-significant associations with the independent or dependent
variables; therefore, only income was included as a controlvariable, and only in the models that
included role satisfaction.
Although it is not expected that the intervention would alter participants’ retrospective
reports of fathering received during childhood, I tested to see if the independent or dependent
variables differed by study condition. An independent samples t-test to compare the means
between treatment and control conditions was conducted to determine if these subsamples were
different. There were no differences between participant’s reports of paternal support,
psychological control, and behavioral control or their parental self-efficacy, role salience, and
role satisfaction based on treatment and control conditions, which suggested that the intervention
that took place between Time 1 and Time 2 did not influence fathers’ reports of the fathering
received during childhood. Therefore, participants’ condition was not controlled during analysis.
To address RQ1, I first conducted a series of nine regression models to investigate
whether each of the three family of origin fathering variables was associated with each of the
three new father identity variables. For the three models with role satisfaction as the dependent
variable, I controlled for income. Next, to further investigate the relationship between family of
origin fathering with fathering identity, a set of three multiple regressions was conducted with all
three independent variables together examining each dependent variable separately. These
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combined models allowed for the investigation of fathering in a more ecologically valid manner,
given that youth do not experience one parenting variable at a time. Specifically, two multiple
regressions were performed, regressing parenting self-efficacy and role salience (separately) on
the set of three independent variables (family of origin father support, behavioral control, and
psychological control/disrespect). Next, a hierarchical regression was performed regressing role
satisfaction on income (entered in the first block as a control variable) and the set of three family
of origin fathering variables (entered in the second block).
To address RQ2, I conducted a set of three hierarchical regressions. In the regression with
role satisfaction as the dependent variable, I entered income and the three independent variables
in the first block, and I entered income, father type, and the three interaction terms of father type
with the independent variables in block two. To test whether father type moderated associations
with parenting self-efficacy and role salience, I followed the same approach but omitted income
as a control variable.

37
CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS
Results
Data were analyzed in SPSS (26). The basic distribution of the sample on key variables is
reviewed below. Role salience was negatively skewed (-3.00), which indicated that the current
sample had high levels of role salience. Parental self-efficacy and role salience were also skewed
(Self-efficacy at -1.20 and role satisfaction at -.74) which indicated moderate to high levels of
parental self-efficacy and role satisfaction in the current sample. Support was negatively skewed
(-1.29) indicating moderate to high levels of father support during childhood or adolescence in
this sample. Psychological control was positively skewed (2.13) indicating low levels of
psychological control in the present sample. Lastly, behavioral control was negatively skewed (1.17) which indicated moderate to high levels of behavioral control from participants’ father
figures. Because the constructs of interest were measured on Likert-type scales with only three or
four response options, it is possible that the limited number of response options may skew the
data causing non-normal distribution if the majority of participants agreed or disagreed with the
statement provided. Descriptive statistics for independent and dependent variables are provided
in Appendix A and correlations for study variables are provided in Appendix B.
The results of the nine regression models that treated each independent variable
separately indicated that fathers’ parenting self-efficacy was associated with both family of
origin father support (B = .18, R2 = .07, p < .01) and psychological control (B = -.22, R2 = .05, p
< .05), but not behavioral control. Neither fathers’ role salience nor role satisfaction were
associated with family of origin support, psychological control, or behavioral control in these
individual models.
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The results of the multiple regressions with all three family of origin fathering measures
in the same model are reviewed below. In the regression with parenting self-efficacy as the
dependent variable, family of origin father support was significant (B = .17, R2 = .09, p < .05,)
but behavioral control and psychological control were not. Neither family of origin father
behavioral control nor psychological control were associated with any of the three fathering
identity variables. The results of the analyses for RQ2 indicated that father type did not moderate
the relationships between any of the family of origin fathering variables and any father identity
variable (parenting self-efficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction).
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The purpose of the current study was to investigate whether retrospective reports of
fathering received during childhood (support, behavioral control, and psychological
control/disrespect) were related to three dimensions of new fathers’ parenting identity – selfefficacy, role salience, and role satisfaction. This study also sought to examine whether the
relationships between the family of origin fathering dimensions and subsequent generation
fathering identity dimensions varied based on the structure of the family of origin.
Income was the only demographic variable that was associated with a study variable,
specifically it was positively associated with role satisfaction. This relationship is not surprising
given that income has been reported to be related to measures of satisfaction in other domains
such as life satisfaction (cf. Cheung & Lucas, 2015), stable marital satisfaction (cf. Jackson,
Krull, Bradbury, & Karney, 2017), and job satisfaction (cf. Bakan & Buyukbese, 2013). Further,
as previous research has indicated, men tend to restructure their role to adapt to fatherhood. One
meaning and responsibility men have attributed to fatherhood is the role of a provider (Olmstead,
Futris, & Pasley, 2009). Therefore, the finding that income was a significant demographic
variable may be because men view financial responsibility as a component of their provider role.
With regard to new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy, two findings emerged in the bivariate
regressions. First, new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy was negatively associated with family of
origin father psychological control. This finding is consistent with previous research. Intrusive or
psychologically controlling parenting has been shown to be negatively related to adolescent and
emerging adults’ ability to develop a stable and integrated identity and their commitment to an
established identity in adulthood (Barber, 2002; Luyckx et. al., 2007). Further, this finding is also
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consistent with previous research that has found parental psychological control to be negatively
associated with youth self-esteem, defined as an individual’s overall feelings of self-worth or
acceptance (Ozdemir, 2012; Rosenberg, 1965). Thus, the intrusive nature of psychological
control may reduce feelings of worth and competence, and this relationship may hold intergenerationally.
A second finding that emerged from the bivariate regressions is that new fathers’
parenting self-efficacy was positively associated with their reports of their fathers’ support.
Given that support also emerged as the only significant correlated of parenting self-efficacy in
the context of the other parenting measures, this finding is discussed in detail below.
In the multiple regression examining the relationship between new fathers’ parenting
self-efficacy and family of origin fathering variables, only family of origin father support was
positively associated with new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy. This indicates that support
explained unique variance in parenting self-efficacy beyond what was explained by
psychological control, but family of origin father psychological control did not contribute
explanatory power beyond that of father support. It is likely that the regression analyses yielded
only one significant finding because the independent variables have some extent of relatedness
and thus their shared predictive ability is ignored by the regression approach. The finding that
family of origin father support is associated with new fathers’ parenting self-efficacy is
consistent with theory and previous research, for example, in studies with similar samples with
regard to participants’ income, adolescents’ perceptions of parental support is significantly
associated with self-efficacy in other domains, such as the classroom and in careers (Ginevra,
Nota, & Ferrari, 2015; Ruholt, Gore, & Dukes, 2015).
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When considering the mechanisms through which family of origin fathers’ support may
translate into improved parenting efficacy for adult men, it is important to note that participants
who reported higher support from their fathers likely had more involved fathers (cf. Amato &
Rivera, 1999). Considering the support items in the present study, men who responded that “he
made me feel better after talking over my worries with him” was “a lot” like their father, likely
had fathers who were simply present and positively involved. Research conducted using a
sample of men with varying family of origin father types found that men held attitudes towards
fathering that reflected their own father’s involvement (Guzzo, 2011). Positive father
involvement, a similar construct to support but with a quantity (rather than quality) of time
aspect, provides an opportunity for modeling of positive father support behaviors. Mead (1934)
indicated that individuals acquire beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors through observing and
modeling. Further, some researchers argue that parents are the primary source of children’s
socialization because they transmit family-specific attitudes, parenting styles, and beliefs (Grusec
et. al., 2000). Self-efficacy theory supports these findings as well; modeling produces an
opportunity for learning, and observers acquire symbolic representations from modeled activities
(Bandura, 1969a, 1971a). It is possible that family of origin parental support contributes to new
fathers’ feelings of competence and efficacy through the modeling and positive representation of
parenting that occurs when fathers are supportive during childhood and adolescence.
None of the family of origin fathering measures were associated with new fathers’ role
satisfaction in the individual models or the multiple regression. Of course, this finding that no
parenting variable was significant in the multiple regression is expected because if an association
did not emerge in individual bivariate models, it is unlikely to emerge in a joint model with other
variables competing for predictive ability.
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No known studies have previously investigated parenting received and its association
with subsequent fathering role satisfaction or role salience; however, the current study’s finding
that neither fathering identity variable was associated with any family of origin measure is not
consistent with our expectations from theory. Identity theory states that role salience refers to the
commitment and meaning one ascribes to a particular role (Stryker, 1968) and that roles are fluid
over time, hierarchically organized, and based on socially agreed upon meanings for fulfillment
(Stryker, 1968). Thus, the norms and values of a society at the time that the new father is
parenting may have more influence on the formation of his identity as a father than the fathering
he received in a prior socio-historical period. Perhaps fathers are developing their meaning of
what a father is from present-day cues they receive from their peers and society more broadly
about what fathering should look like and how important the role should be relative to other
roles. The satisfaction a new father derives from his role may similarly be a function of social
comparisons with other contemporary fathers in his social circle or the expectations of other
important individuals in the father’s life. This idea is in keeping with the premises of identity
theory in that it includes the perception and appraisal of others in a social environment (Stryker
& Serpe, 1994). Thus, current commitments may outweigh the role model of fathers when the
men were children or adolescents. This present-day socialization process may be more relevant
for new fathers than the intergenerational socialization mechanism.
Additionally, the level of satisfaction a person has with a role has been reported to be
related to the skills an individual brings to a specific role (Steele & Barling, 1996; Wethington &
Kessler, 1989). Therefore, it is possible that an individual’s satisfaction with his fathering role
may increase through the development of personal skills more so than through the model of
fathering they received during childhood and adolescence. Taking this idea one step further, it
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could be the case that these new fathers have not yet developed the skills that could later
contribute to their role satisfaction. To summarize, identity theory and limited existing literature
suggest that personal skills, social norms, and individual variations contribute to role satisfaction.
The internalized nature of an individual’s fathering role satisfaction and salience may not be
impacted by the fathering he received.
Turning now to the results of RQ2, father type did not moderate the relationships
between any of the family of origin fathering variables and any father identity variable. Although
reviewed literature suggests that, on average, non-biological fathers are less involved than
biological fathers (cf. Fox & Bruce, 1999), little is known about whether specific fathering
variables have a different impact on offspring based on the structure of the father-child
relationship. Additionally, it should be noted that even these studies indicating different levels of
fathering (e.g., more or less father involvement) based on father type stem from upper-middle
class, educated, primarily White samples (cf. Foley et al., 2004; Fox & Bruce, 1999, Hofferth &
Anderson, 2003), whereas the present study used a low SES sample. Further, although several
studies have investigated whether family structure moderated the relationship between a parental
characteristic (e.g., education level) with a youth outcome (cf. Martin, 2012), there has been less
investigation of moderation of parenting dimensions, and fewer articles still focused on
moderation of fathering dimensions by family structure. One somewhat related study
investigated whether family structure (nuclear vs. non-nuclear) moderated the relationships
between Baumrind’s parenting types and adolescents’ identity development (Basson, 2018).
They reported no moderation by family structure. Thus, it could be that the relationship between
parenting and identity development, whether for adolescents or new fathers, is unrelated to
family structure. Given that our participants are all biological fathers themselves, there was an
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expectation that perhaps the support of biological fathers would have had a stronger impact on
new fathers’ parenting identities than the support of non-biological fathers. This was not the case
in the present study.
Limitations
There several limitations to the current study. First, it is quite likely there was a selection
effect with regard to the original sample, given that mothers were put in a gatekeeping situation
with regard to family enrolment in the study. This being the case, it is likely that mothers who
were in positive relationships with the home visited babies’ fathers were more likely to agree to
allow the family to participate. Thus, our sample likely does not reflect the home visited
population more broadly.
Another limitation is that participants were asked to retrospectively report on their
experiences with their father figure during childhood and adolescence. Some may question the
validity and reliability of retrospective reports and suggest they misrepresent actual experiences
or a produce a problematic shift in frames of reference (cf. Pratt, McGuigan, & Katzev, 2000;
Rocca, Wilson, Jeon, & Foster, 2019). However, Bell and Bell (2018) reported that retrospective
reports validly captured family environmental influences during childhood and adolescence.
Further, some researchers suggest that traditional and retrospective studies are both subject to
bias but recommend retrospective reports to assess participants’ subjective experiences (Hill &
Betz, 2005). Doll, Bartenfield, and Binder (2003) suggested that retrospective designs can
provide accurate information.
There are limitations related to aspects of the procedures as well. First, the telephone
surveys were quite long, lasting between 35-45 minutes. This may have impacted participants’
ability or willingness to provide accurate responses due to boredom or tiredness. Moreover,
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because all of the measures were on three- or four-point Likert scales, they had less variability
than they may have had if more response options had been provided. The decision to truncate the
number of response options was made due to the nature of a telephone survey; it requires
considerable time to provide participants with additional response options, and it sometimes
leads to participant confusion when they do not have a visual matrix of response options. Also,
restricting the sample to only include participants who indicated that they had someone who was
like a father to them growing up resulted in a relatively small sample of 157 participants. Given
that some questions in the present study required this sample to be further split by father type, a
larger sample may have yielded different findings. Further, the fact that parenting dimensions are
always correlated, and were in our study as well, may have impacted results of the multiple
regression analyses. Lastly, the majority of participants indicated that they had a biological father
growing up. Due to the lack of responses for step-father, adoptive father, grandfather, and some
other type of father, these participants were combined into the “other” category. It could be that
the relationship between fathering received and new fathers’ parenting identities does actually
differ between one or more category of father type, but the fact that we combined categories
makes it impossible to detect this.
Implications for Research and Practice
First, future research should focus on low-income populations of fathers to identify the
precursors or predictors of new fathers’ perceived identity beliefs. Fathers’ identities are known
to contribute to the quality of their fathering and thus to subsequent child outcomes (Adamsons
& Pasley, 2013; Fox & Bruce, 2001; Fox et al., 2015), thus additional exploration is warranted.
Ideally, future research should measure reports of fathering during adolescence and follow up
with participants when they become fathers themselves, thereby avoiding reliance on
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retrospective reports. The highly skewed distribution of parenting self-efficacy, role salience, and
role satisfaction showed that the current sample had very strong and positive beliefs about their
identities as fathers which may have limited our ability to identify predictors of these identity
variables. Further, there is a chance that participants provided socially desirable answers given
that they were interviewed over the phone and their responses were not anonymous. Future
research should utilize measures with more variability and more response options. Fathering
identity is important (Marsiglio, Amato, Day, & Lamb, 2000; Pasley et. al., 2014), thus, we need
to better understand the mechanisms that lead to a strong fathering identity, especially for lowincome fathers.
Given the importance of father support in potentially shaping new fathers’ parenting selfefficacy, it is important for home visitors and other family life educators to identify men who
received little support from their own fathers and recognize they may not feel capable and
efficacious as a father given the lack of appropriate role modeling they received. When working
with a father, it is important to help him reflect on the fathering he received and how that impacts
his view of himself and his fathering role. It is important for researchers and practitioners to
recognize that fathers who were raised by men who did not provide high levels of warmth and
support may not feel confident in themselves as fathers. By encouraging fathers to engage in
warm and supportive ways, and providing opportunities for fathers to express their warmth and
support, family professionals may be impacting fathering for generations to come.
Strengths and Contributions
The present study demonstrated a variety of strengths and contributes to the literature in
several, key ways. First, we were able to explore fathering identity within a low-income,
somewhat racially diverse sample of fathers who were receiving federally funded home visiting
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services. The majority of prior research on fathering has been conducted with majority White
participants with relatively high income and education levels (cf. Fox & Bruce, 1999, 2001; Fox
et. al., 2015), thus our sample yields unique insights into an understudied population of fathers.
Second, this study investigated the intergenerational transmission of parenting. Although the
design was not longitudinal, the measures allowed participants to reflect on their childhood
experiences with their own parents, and we used those reports to assess possible associations
with their identity as a new father. Some studies have focused on the intergenerational
transmission of “parenting” behaviors (cf. Hofferth et al., 2012; Thornberry, 2005; Thornberry
et. al., 2003), but the vast majority have focused on mothering. Thus, few have focused on
intergenerational transmission of fathering, and none has addressed whether family of origin
fathering impacts new fathers fathering attitudes. This study contributes to the current literature
by identifying sources of fathering attitudes and finding that participants who report having
supportive fathers during childhood and adolescence report higher levels of parenting selfefficacy in their own roles as fathers.
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Appendix A
Key Variable Descriptive Characteristics (N = 157)
Variables
Income

a

M

SD

Range

28,466

16,662.62

10,200 - 150,000

Role Salience

3.99

.22

2.88-4.00

Role Satisfaction

3.35

.54

1.88-4.00

Parenting Self-Efficacy

3.68

.37

2.14-4.00

FOa Support

2.57

.55

1.00-3.00

FO Behavioral Control

2.51

.54

1.00-3.00

FO Psychological Control

1.24

.36

1.00-3.00

FO = Family of Origin
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Appendix B
Family of Origin Parenting and New Fathers’ Parenting Identities: Correlations (N = 157)

a

Variables

1

2

1. Income

-

2. FOa Support

-.02

3. FO Behavioral Control

-.12

4. FO Psychological Control

-.10

3

4

5

6

7

.47** -.56** -.37**

-

5. Parenting Self-Efficacy

.14

.27**

.09

-.22*

-

6. Role Salience

.01

.08

.10

-.02

.37**

-

7. Role Satisfaction

.30**

.13

.05

-.20*

.28**

.24**

FO = Family of Origin
**. Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

-
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Appendix C
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting New Fathers’ Role
Satisfaction
Model 1

Model 2

Variable

B

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

Income

6.82E-6

.000

.27**

6.58E-6

.000

.26**

Support

-.16

.12

-.17

Psychological

-.27

.16

-.21

.09

.10

.12

Control
Behavioral Control
R2
F for change in R2
*p < .05. **p < .01.

.07

.12

6.41**

2.75**
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Appendix D
Summary of Simple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting New Fathers’ Parenting SelfEfficacy
Parenting Self-Efficacy
Variable

B

SE B

Support

.17

.09

Psychological Control

-.09

.11

-.09

Behavioral Control

-.05

.07

-.07

R2

.08

F

3.36**

*p < .05. **p < .01.

β
.25*
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Appendix E
Summary of Simple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting New Fathers’ Role Salience

Role Salience
Variable

B

SE B

Support

.03

.05

.08

Psychological Control

.04

.06

.06

Behavioral Control

.03

.04

.08

R2

.01

F

.65

*p < .05. **p < .01.

β
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